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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the subject application are respectfully 
requested. Apphcants have carefully considered the Non-Fmal Office Action Usued 
April 22, 2004 in the above-titled matter. Claims 25-43 have been canceled without 
prejudge or disclaimer. Applicants reserve the right to pursue these claims in continuing 
applications. Claims 1-13, 16-18 and 22-24 are pending. 

Applicants respectfully request a one-month extension of time for responding to 
the outstanding office Action. The time for response is thus extended up to and mcludmg 
January 20, 2000. Please charge the associated Petition fee for small-entity of $55, as well 
as any other fees that may be necessary, to Deposit Account No. 19-0733. 

Claims 25-43 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph for allegedly 
failing to disclose in the specification a finite state process "comprising examining each 
character of a token to obtam a determination that the identified element >s a source 
placeable element". Clauns 25-43 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph 
for sumlar reason, However, the specification discloses at page 1 2 that the detection 
of a placeable "may be accomplished using a fimte state process that examines each 
character of a token one at a time until a determination is reached." Therefore, withdrawal 
of the rejections is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1, 5, 7, 8, 10-13, 17, 18, and 24 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
bang unpatentable over Carbonell et al (WO 94/06086) in view of Lakntz (U.S. Pat No. 
6,623,529). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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The Office Action admits that Carbonell fails to teach or suggest identifying an 
element as a source piaceab.e element by predefined criteria based on the content of 
the element according to a rule-based query but rehes on Lakrifc to make up for the 
deficts of Carbonell. However, Lakri* also Ms to teach or suggest identifying an 
element as a source placeable element by predetermined criteria based on the content of 
the element according to a rule-based query. 

Ukritz discloses a parser that "uses a rules-based approach to identify 
<«< in an HTML document" (emphasis added, col. 7, lines 28-29). Clatrn . 
rec.es tdentifying a "source p,aceab,e element" according to a rule-based query. The 
source placeable dement is no, io U translated whereas the text identified in Ukritz is 
identified as ,ransMe. There would be no motivation to one of ordinal skill in the art 
t0 apply a method of findtng translate text to a method of identifying non-lra^aole 



text. 



Likewise, in Carbonell, SGML tags are used to "shield units that will no. be 
translated" (page 17, lines 8-9). Hence, Carbonell specifically uses SGML <ags to label 
text (ha, is HOT to be translated. Lakri<z discloses a "rules-based approach to identify 
Mritftf. text". There would be no motivation ,„ one of ordmary skill in the art to 
combine Carbonell's disdosure of using SGML tags to label text as NOT being 
translatable with Lakritz's disclosure of using a mles-based approach ,0 find text that „ 
translatable. 

The Office Action asserts that if would have been obvious "to incorporate into 
Carbonell's system the rule parser as taught by Lakrit. because it would provide [the 
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capabimy, of identifying — e « wi«h a hrgh degree of accuracy." (Office 
Action, page 4). Even assuming ar^ .ha, .his U correc., the motivation ,o comb,ne 
to references asserted by .he Office Action ,ndica.e S .he motivation would be .o rdentify 
W accural There is no .caching or suggestion in CarboneH .0 rdentify 
tt ans,a,b,e «. (Carbonell „n,y drscloses identifying SGML ,gs as indicating no, 
(raMto * «.)■ A.™, c.a.m > .ci.es identic a source piaceabie eieme, and does 

not recite identifying translatable text. 

Hence, as se. forth above, .here is no motivation .o combine CarboneU and 
^ because each reference drscioses an opposi.e .caching (tiansia* vs. non- 
.ransla.able .ex,). However, even if one were .o combme ,he references, one wouid no, 
achieve me eiaim 1 mvention because ,he abased memod of Lai* is us* on,y ,o 

Thereto, claim 1 is allowable over me ciied art. The rejection shouid he 

withdrawn. 

Cairns .7, 18, and 24 are simiiar ,o claim 1 and are allowable for a, leas, .he 
reasons set forth above for claim 1. 

set forth above for claim 1. 

Clarms 2-4, 6 and 9 were rejeCed under 35 U.S.C. .03(a) as being unpa.en.aHe 
OT er Carbonel, in view of L*fe and tamer in view of Murrow e. a, (EFO 0668558). 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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Cairns 2-4, 6 and 9 depend from Cairn 1. As noted above, Ca*onel, and UW* 
eite aMeo ti „con lK na ti0 n,«s t o t eacM rSU8g es t cU 1I n^UeO ffi ce^c t ,ona S ^ 

tot Mu m wd 1 sc,oses,he,oca lil auono t aoo m pu t erp,o^na,co,.U.ne 1 -c„U,.,ne 

source .anguage (col. .7, lines Mft denning a * locale; applying source 
.oca.eM.M.CS-coUCine^andde.e— g Replaceable is a date (col. ,7, 

crit c n a b a S edon th eco„ t e„.o fft ee 1 e m e„ucco* 8t oa rol e- ta sed W .No I doe 5lb e 

Office Action assert that Murrow does provide this teaching. 

Because Carbone,,, La^tz and Murrow, either alone or i„ combtnation, do not 
.each o, suggest daims 2-4, 6 or 9, the rejechon shouid he -drawn. 

• . a „A.r is II S C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Claims 22-23 were rejected under 35 U.b.L. H»l / 

- , atritt ™ed farther in view of Beauregard (U.S. Pat No. 
Carbonell in view of Lakntz aw Iun " 

5 974 413) This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

C,a,n,s22,3depend & o m c,a ta ..Asno«edabove,Ca*o„e,land^,*r 

alone or m combtnatton, faiis ,0 teach or suggest c,a,m ,. The Office Action asserts that 
Beauregard currency conversion and date —on s. Even assunung ^ « 

mm place* element by predetermtned cHtena based on the content of the element 
provide this teaching. 
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«hor S ug g es«c l a, m s2-4,6o t 9, tere) ec. i o„sh 0 «b E w lt hdra 1 «„. 

Cairns ,5-24 were rejected "»nder 4. s-e rational as clams 1-13 and 16. 
Claims ,5 and ,9,, we, previous, canceled. C*. >* depends fro. clatm , and i. 

were addressed above. Claim 24 is similar to claim 1 and is allowable for at least the 

reasons set for above for claim 1. 

• a ,wisTJSC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Claims 25-43 were rejected under 35 U.S.U lOJW 

• f p i„ OJ S Pat No 5,819,265). Claims 25-43 have been canceled. 
Carbonell in view of Ravin (U.S. fat. ino. , 

Therefore, the rejection is moot. 

h view of the above, U is respect* — ma, the app.ica.ion ,s ,„ 
condMo „ for allowance. Reconsideration and prompt allowance are respect* 

of.hecasCheB.aminer.srespectfal.yr.nestedto-ctme 

undersigned attorney of record to discuss the application. 

Respectfully submitted, 



By: 

'Registration No. 38,800 



jftj Christopher R.Glembocki 



BANNER & WITCOFF, LTD. 
1001 G Street, N.W.,1 1th Floor 

Washington, D.C. 20001 
(202) 824-3000 

Dated: August 23, 2004 
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